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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO
STATE OF IDAHO, )
) NO. 44482
Plaintiff-Respondent, )
) KOOTENAI COUNTY NO. CR 2015-17998
v. )
)




STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Jason Edwards contends the district court abused its discretion when it imposed
his sentence in this case.  He contends a sufficient consideration of the factors in this
case reveals a more lenient sentence would better serve all the goals of sentencing.  As
such, this Court should either reduce Mr. Edwards’ sentence as it deems appropriate or,
alternatively, remand this case for a new sentencing determination.
Statement of the Facts & Course of Proceedings
Pursuant to a plea agreement, Mr. Edwards pled guilty to attempted kidnapping,
battery with intent to commit a serious felony, and aggravated assault with an
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enhancement for use of a deadly weapon.  (Tr., Vol.1, p.4, L.22 - p.5, L.10.)1  He
admitted that, after drinking on the night in question, he had decided to try and act out
certain fantasies with the victim.  (Presentence Investigation Report (hereinafter, PSI),
p.3; see also Tr., Vol.1, p.20, L.13 - p.21, L.9 (discussing Mr. Edwards’ intent in terms of
his Alford2 plea to the battery charge).)  He expressed sincere remorse and accepted
responsibility for his conduct, apologizing to the victim for the suffering and anguish he
realized his actions had caused her.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.5, Ls.16-23; PSI, p.6.)  He also
accepted that there would be consequences for his conduct.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.5, Ls.22-23.)
As such, Mr. Edwards recommended that the district court impose sentences
with an aggregate unified term of twenty years.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.13, Ls.10-13.)  As defense
counsel pointed out, such a sentence would mean Mr. Edwards would remain under
supervision until he was 65 years old.  (Tr., p.13, Ls.13-15.)  However, it would also
provide a meaningful opportunity for eventual release, and thus, would still give him an
impetus to go through rehabilitative programming during his incarceration.  (Tr., Vol.2,
p.13, Ls.15-19.)  Defense counsel contrasted that against the sentence recommended
by the State (an aggregate fifty-five year sentence, with thirty years fixed), which would
keep Mr. Edwards incarcerated until he was 75 years old, thus depriving him of the
meaningful opportunity at release into the community.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.12, L.23 - p.13,
L.2.)
1 The transcripts in this case are provided in two independently bound and paginated
volumes.  To avoid confusion, “Vol.1” refers to the volume containing the transcript of
the change of plea hearing, and “Vol.2” refers to the volume containing the transcript of
the sentencing hearing.
2 North Carolina v. Alford, 400 U.S. 25 (1970).
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Nevertheless, the district court followed the State’s recommendation, imposing
an aggregate unified sentence of fifty-five years, with thirty years fixed, made up of the
following consecutive sentences:  for the attempted kidnapping, a unified term of fifteen
years, with zero years fixed; for the battery with intent, a unified term of twenty years,
with twenty years fixed; and for the enhanced aggravated assault, a unified term of
twenty years, with ten years fixed.  (Tr., Vol.2, p.17, L.17 - p.18, L.3.)  Mr. Edwards filed
a notice of appeal timely from the judgment of conviction.  (R., pp.182-87.)
ISSUE
Whether the district court abused its discretion by imposing an excessive sentence on
Mr. Edwards.
ARGUMENT
The District Court Abused Its Discretion By Imposing An Excessive Sentence On
Mr. Edwards
Where a defendant contends that the sentencing court imposed an excessively
harsh sentence the appellate court will conduct an independent review of the record,
giving consideration to the nature of the offense, the character of the offender, and the
protection of the public interest. See State v. Reinke, 103 Idaho 771, 772 (Ct. App.
1982).  A district court abuses its discretion when it fails to recognize the issue as one of
discretion, acts beyond the outer limits of that discretion, or does not reach a decision
based on an exercise of reason. State v. Hedger, 115 Idaho 598, 601 (1989).  Thus, in
order to show an abuse of discretion in the district court’s sentencing decision, he must
show that, in light of the governing criteria, the sentence is excessive considering any
view of the facts. State v. Jackson, 130 Idaho 293, 294 (1997).
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A sufficient consideration of the factors in this case shows the district court’s
decision was excessive and not an exercise of reason under the four goals of
sentencing.  As defense counsel pointed out, imposing a sentence with thirty years fixed
means Mr. Edwards will not be eligible for parole until he is 75 years old, which leaves
little meaningful chance of him being ultimately released, and thus, gives little impetus
for him to engage in rehabilitative programs while incarcerated.  (See Tr., Vol.2, p.12,
L.23 - p.13, L.19.)  As such, the sentence imposed by the district court fails to serve the
goal of rehabilitation.  That is particularly problematic because, while protection of
society is the primary goal of sentencing, the Idaho Supreme Court has indicated that
rehabilitation should be the first means of achieving that goal the sentencing court
considers. State v. McCoy, 94 Idaho 236, 240 (1971) (explaining that rehabilitation
“should usually be the initial consideration in the imposition of the criminal sanction”),
superseded on other grounds as stated in State v. Theil, 158 Idaho 103 (2015).
Furthermore, sentences are to be crafted so that they do not force the prison system to
continue detaining a person once rehabilitation or age has decreased the risk of
recidivism. Cook v. State, 145 Idaho 482, 489-90 (Ct. App. 2008); State v. Eubank, 114
Idaho 635, 639 (Ct. App. 1988).
In fact, Mr. Edwards has already taken the first steps toward rehabilitation, as he
expressed remorse and accepted responsibility for his actions, apologizing to the victim
for the suffering and anguish he recognized his actions had caused her.  (Tr., Vol.2,
pp.16-23.)  Additionally, he acknowledged this offense occurred due, in part, to his
drinking problems.  (PSI, p.3; see also PSI, pp.40-41 (GAIN-I diagnosing Mr. Edwards
with alcohol dependence).)  Mr. Edwards also had a troubled childhood.  (See Tr., p.12,
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Ls.9-13.)  The courts have recognized that, when abuse of addictive substances traces
back to such a childhood, and abuse of those substances also contributes to the
commission of the instant offense (though it is not an excuse for the instant offense), a
more lenient sentence is appropriate. See, e.g., State v. Osborn, 102 Idaho 405, 414
n.5 (1981); State v. Williamson, 135 Idaho 618, 620 (Ct. App. 2001).  Besides,
Mr. Edwards demonstrated that he still has the potential to be a contributing member to
society despite those issues, as demonstrated by the fact that he was able to hold a
steady job prior to this offense.  (See PSI, p.11.)
Therefore, a sufficient consideration of all the factors in this case demonstrates
the sentencing decisions made by the district court, which effectively foreclosed the
possibility of meaningful rehabilitation, constitute an abuse of discretion and should be
vacated.
CONCLUSION
Mr. Edwards respectfully requests that this Court reduce his sentence as it
deems appropriate.  Alternatively, he requests that his case be remanded to the district
court for a new sentencing hearing.
DATED this 8th day of February, 2017.
__________/s/_______________
BRIAN R. DICKSON
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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